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PER CURI AM

Robert d ans appeals the district court’s marginal order
denying dans’ notion for a reduction of sentence pursuant to 18
U S CA 8 3553(b) (West 1994 & Supp. 1998). W lack jurisdiction,
however, to consider the merits of his appeal because it is
untinely. Crimnal defendants have ten days fromthe entry of the
judgnent or order at issue to file a notice of appeal. See
Fed. R App. P. 4(b). The appeal periods established by Rule 4 are

““mandatory and jurisdictional.”” Browder v. Director, Dep't of

Corrections, 434 U. S. 257, 264 (1978) (quoting United States v.

Robi nson, 361 U.S. 220, 229 (1960)).

Inthis case, the district court entered its margi nal order on
May 8, 1998.° dans filed his notice of appeal on My 29, 1998,
el even days outside of the appeal period. dans’ failure to note
a tinely appeal or obtain an extension of the appeal period there-
fore deprives this court of jurisdiction to consider the nerits of
his appeal. W therefore dismss the appeal. W dispense with

oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-

" Although the district court’s order is marked as “filed” on
May 7, 1998, the district court’s records showthat it was entered
on the docket sheet on May 8, 1998. Pursuant to Rules 58 and 79(a)
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, we take the date the order
was physically entered on the docket sheet as the effective date of
the district court’s decision. WIson v. Mirray, 806 F.2d 1232,
1234-35 (4th Gr. 1986).




ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.
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